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Serial No: 10/728,289 Agenda 
Docket: ROC920030229US1 

1. 35 USC 102 and 103: Why are claims 1-6 allowable but claims 7-20 rejected since all 
the elements of claim 1 are also included in independent claims 7, 1 1, and 17? That is 
"moving an inverting buffer from a source to a sink in anetlist if the source is to send ' 
both inverting and non-inverting signals from the source to the sink," which is allowable 
in claim 1 is also present in rejected claims 7, 1 1 , and 1 7. 

2. Claims 1-10 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112 because "in claim 1, where is the 
origin of the inverting and non-inverting signal." 

Claim 1 recites "the source is to send both inverting and non-inverting signals 
the^om^e 0 " 06 t0 Shlk " ThUS ' ^ ° ri8in ° f 46 Averting and non-inverting signals is 

3. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112 because "it is unclear how the inverting and 
non-inverting signals relate to the rest of the claim." 

The source (referenced in the "means for finding" and the "means for removing" 
in claim 7) sends the inverting and non-inverting signals, so the inverting and non- 
lnverting signals are related to the "means for finding" and the "means for removing." 

The "means for adding" in claim 7 recites that the inverting signals are sent on the 
first route that connects the source to the sink, and the non-inverting signals are sent on 
the second route from the source to the sink, so the inverting and non-inverting signals 
are related to the "means for adding." ~ 

Thus, the inverting and non-inverting signals relate to all elements in claim 7. 

4. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12 because "the specification does not clarify 
how the source and sink are in a chip without floorplans." 

Why are the sections of the specification recited in the previously-filed 
amendment insufficient? 

For example, Figures 2A and 2B illustrate a floorplanned chip while, in contrast 
Figures 3 A and 3B illustrate a chip without floorplans, which is further supported by ' 
page 14, lines 9-10, page 14, line 22 through page 16, line 21, page 16, lines 22-23, and 
page 17, hne 5 through page 20, line 1 . 
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